This paper reviews contending realist assumptions about domestic and systemic impulses for balancing behavior, derives a set of corresponding hypotheses for state actions and submits them to a statistical large-n analysis for testing. A total of 18 highly conflict-prone dyads of states are observed over lengthy periods of time in order to gather data for a regression analysis of the effects of different impulses on both the external and internal balancing behavior of the weaker states. In accordance with the results, it is argued that domestic (or unit-level) factors are highly important in explaining the scope of balancing and often exert a stronger influence than do power gaps between states. As moderating factors, they are especially crucial in clarifying apparent cases of over-and underbalancing.
Introduction
Balancing behavior against threats -in a nutshell, the tendency of states to try and close existing power gaps with threatening neighbors through the formation of coalitions or the enhancement of their own strength -has for decades enjoyed special prominence in the field of international relations (IR), mostly because of its centrality to the realist branch of IR theory. Successful balancing operations (such as the Sino-American détente of the 1970s) have, at times, had far-reaching consequences for global power shifts. However, this is not the only reason for the amount of attention that this phenomenon commands. Equally interesting are the many cases in which large-scale rebalancing did not occur despite massive preceding shifts in the balance of power, most notably the end of the Cold War. Accordingly, the field 1 This paper was written as a result of my participation in the GIGA research team on foreign policy strategies. I am grateful for the extensive comments that my colleague Georg Struever provided on an earlier draft of this paper as well as for the help of Jan Pierskalla, who offered me sound advice on methodological issues. WP 238/2013 GIGA Working Papers has accumulated an extensive range of theoretical explanations for when and how such behavior is expected to take place. 2 Positioned at the intersection of broad, systemic theories and narrower frameworks that focus on concrete foreign policy outcomes, balancing currently remains at the heart of many contending research approaches in IR.
This paper aims to contribute to these debates by conducting a systematic large-n study of cases where states have been exposed to an outside stimulus to engage in balancing behavior, but have consequently embarked on sometimes drastically different strategies. For theoretical and conceptual reasons (explained in detail below), I focus on states that faced a highly threatening environment characterized by one clearly defined foreign source of threat coupled with the presence of a superior power. I attempt to gauge the extent to which discrepancies in state behavior were caused by variances in the level of the external threat that states were facing as well as by factors at the domestic level. The remainder of this article is structured as follows: Section 2 reviews the concept of balancing within the realist school in IR, introduces specific theoretical frameworks and formulates a set of contending hypotheses.
Section 3 introduces the selection criteria used to identify states that would be expected to engage in balancing, and, subsequently, the cases used for this study. Section 4 describes the set of indicators and regression models used to test the hypotheses. Section 5 presents the results. Section 6 attempts to link the results of this paper to other existing findings and offers some suggestions on how this work might be expanded for use in subsequent research.
Theoretical Approach
Contemporary realist theory in IR, arguably the field's most prominent and hotly contested branch of thought, was initially conceived of as a completely structuralist and systemic approach. It is most closely associated with the work of Kenneth Waltz (1979) , who established the core of this paradigm around the tenets of the primacy of self-preservation and the anarchic nature of the international system, which are assumed to provide strong incentives for states to respond to outside threats in a fashion that is predictable. Under such circumstances, state behavior is assumed to be strongly shaped by the presence of immediate existential threats -states that are at a power disadvantage compared to their competitors will always be faced with their own possible demise as a sovereign entity (ibid.: 118), especially if the respective relationships are fraught with tensions. In the absence of reliable international law enforcement mechanisms and collective defense schemes, states must strive to compensate for these power gaps by resorting to a rather limited repertoire of viable strategies.
Any action taken to alleviate a power gap and stand up to a threat is described as "balancing" behavior since it aims to (re-)establish a balance of power. These strategies are fur-GIGA Working Papers WP 238/2013 ther divided into "internal" and "external" modes of balancing (ibid.: 168), depending on whether a state primarily seeks to augment its own capabilities (internal) or to find allies against a common threat (external). In cases where the power gap is so pronounced that neither of these strategies is likely to overcome it, alternatives may be found in "bandwagoning"
or "appeasement" (ibid.: 126) -both of which essentially amount to sacrificing a measure of independence and paying tribute to a superior state in order to safeguard one's mere existence. Finally, "buck passing" refers to any strategy of staying on the sidelines and avoiding any sort of engagement with a superior state on the assumption that others will take care of the threat and bear the associated costs instead.
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In its initial formulation, structural realism assumes that the choice between these strategies is ultimately determined by the specific distribution of material capabilities (and, hence, power) between individual states. One major revision to the structural realist model that has since been widely adopted is the replacement of the concept of a "balance of power" as the strategic aim of rational states with that of a "balance of threat," acknowledging that the potential external threat constituted by an imbalance of capabilities is only actualized when the latter is joined with an assumed hostile intent on the part of the superior side. 4 This development in realist theory was subsequently bolstered by empirical observations made at the end of the Cold War, when a very substantial power shift (the sudden demise of the Soviet Union) did not trigger any major alterations in existing alliance patterns, let alone full-scale realignment against the dominant state in the new unipolar system.
Since the relative extent of power (or threatening power) is deemed to be the only relevant variable, other characteristics are dismissed, leading to an abstract conceptualization of states as "functionally alike units" that will respond to similar circumstances with similar behavior. However, this expectation is precisely where realism sometimes clashes with observed reality, thus creating empirical puzzles and supplying a starting point for scholars willing to relax some of realism's assumptions while still holding on to its main tenets (Rose 1998) . Specifically, the apparent failure of states to engage in balancing behavior against rising neighbors (Schweller 2004 ) resulted in renewed attention being given to the question of how domestic factors affect state behavior.
The two principal reasons that offer the most plausible explanation for balancing failures are both connected to the domestic rather than systemic level. First, as mentioned above, states may disregard power imbalances because they do not actually feel threatened by superior states (Walt 1985) . Since "threat," or presumed hostility, is strongly connected to the policies that a government pursues rather than just the tools that it has at its disposal, its source 3 The option of "buck passing" was not part of Waltz's original portfolio of strategies but has since entered the realist canon; see Posen (1984) for its first introduction and Mearsheimer (2002: 160-162 ) for a discussion of its position within the broader theoretical framework.
4 See Walt (1987: 21-26, 265 f.) . This move toward balance-of-threat theory is also crucial for the research designand especially the case selection -of this study, as will be discussed below. How do domestic politics influence the decision to adopt a certain foreign policy strategy?
Apart from case-specific policy analyses, several more expansive and abstract theoretical frameworks that deal with this question have been proposed. Mastanduno, Lake and Ikenberry (1989) introduced a general framework for integrating these two highly salient aspects of state behavior together with a set of testable hypotheses. This theoretical approach shapes much of the reasoning presented below, and some of the hypotheses that I ultimately derive are very similar. Hence, this paper can be understood as the first attempt to apply these theoretical assumptions to balancing behavior by means of a quantitative studythereby expanding upon the existing body of qualitative research and case studies.
7 The authors conceptualize "states" primarily as the ruling elite and administrative apparatus of a given country and as distinct from civil society and its various interest groups. To conduct politics at the international level, the state needs to command resources created at the domestic level, particularly the military costs associated with the overarching objective of national survival.
Accordingly, states need to manage their societies' resources by engaging in mobilization (economic expansion through investments) or extraction (through means ranging from taxation to expropriation). Extraction may become necessary as a state engages in oft-costly interactions at the international level, but in doing so it always risks breeding domestic discon-5 This label is derived from a reference to what is nowadays called "classical" realism -essentially meaning any approach that sees power struggles and interest politics as the core driving forces of international relations. It is used to refer usually to authors like Morgenthau and Kissinger and sometimes to premodern thinkers that did not specifically focus on IR such as Thucydides and Machiavelli (Gilpin 1984; Rose 1998) .
6 See Rathbun (2008) and Rose (1998) on introductions to this specific strand of realism; specific models and their applications are quoted throughout this section.
7 Due to the theory's focus on policy outcomes rather than system-level behavior, it has been most popular in the field of foreign policy analysis. For some prominent applications, see Barnett and Levy (1991) for a case study on Egypt's alliance policy, Fordham (2002) ing. This approach addresses the puzzle of why some states (such as Meiji-era Japan) were able to withstand external threats through internal balancing, while others like China failed to adopt successful practices and saw their power wither as a result. In his conclusion, the author also stresses the point that balancing behavior, or the lack thereof, cannot be understood without analyzing a state's domestic institutions and power balance, since they can preclude the adoption of strategies that would make sense from a national standpoint but simultaneously be detrimental to the interests of domestic actors. Similarly, Schweller (2006: 62-68) explores cases of underbalancing and suggests that the cohesion of elites and society at large is crucial for formulating effective balancing policies against rising threats.
While these theoretical considerations contain many specific predictions that cannot be covered in their entirety by this study, they nevertheless still inform it by casting a light on the influence of state institutions in the selection and pursuit of balancing strategies. Subsequently, I will focus on two variables that capture key features (strength and inclusiveness) of these institutions. The former is a straightforward adaptation of the models outlined above, centering on the fact that the connection between impulses for balancing and the effective adoption of an appropriate strategy can easily be severed by a state's simple inability to marshal the necessary resources for it. In turn, the overall strength of a state's institutions depends on many factors, like the scope of government, its centralization, administrative efficiency and technology. This aspect of "state strength" should not be confused with "power" measured at the national level, as a significant share of national resources may effectively lie outside of the grasp of the state. Likewise, a state's democratic or authoritarian character will shape how the preferences of social actors impact elite decision making and thus the selection of policies and strategies:
democratically elected leaders have to retain the favor of a majority of the (voting) populace, while autocrats need to cultivate a coalition of domestic interests that is powerful enough to defeat any would-be challengers to their rule. The latter usually include factions that may be small in number but that derive their power from controlling the nation's means of produc-WP 238/2013 GIGA Working Papers tion (business elites or bureaucrats, depending on the economic system) and destruction (the military), respectively.
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As mentioned above, states seeking to avoid or reduce power gaps with their neighbors face a basic choice between either trying to expand their own capabilities or finding allies against a mutually perceived threat. These strategies are, of course, not mutually exclusive, but can be combined in a variety of ways. I will tackle each of them separately while trying to devise a set of concrete, testable hypotheses.
Internal Balancing Strategies
When addressing internal balancing strategies, it is first necessary to identify the determi- Societal militarization is defined as expanding the size of the military's personnel. This involves shifting potential workers to a generally nonproductive task, thus bolstering the military sector at the expense of the civilian economy. Since high militarization levels are usually achieved by drafting recruits -specifically, forcing them into military service at low pay -this also takes a heavy toll on the citizenry. However, this strategy can be implemented 9 Kimenyi and Mbaku (1995) found a strong relationship between autocracy and military expenditure in a quantitative analysis, thus indicating rent-seeking behavior. Snyder (1993) documented historical instances of domestic elites from these sectors successfully pushing for a strategically unwise imperial overextension. Economic mobilization means shifting financial resources from the civilian or public economy to the military sector. Domestic actors affiliated with the military-industrial complex -high-ranking officers, the armaments industry, national security bureaucrats and their political allies -can be expected to benefit at the expense of the citizenry at large. Since the military's backing is often a key element in keeping authoritarian elites in power, the latter should be more inclined to support this sector regardless of the extent of external threat faced. Strong states should also find it easier to conduct such transfers because they already have direct access to a larger share of the nation's total resources.
External Balancing Strategies
External balancing is employed when trying to win allies for the common cause of facing down a shared threat. According to one of realism's central tenets, weaker states are expected to build a coalition against a stronger rival -particularly if the latter is increasing its power so quickly that it might in the foreseeable future become dominant within a region.
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Sometimes, extraregional help can also be enlisted even from states that are not yet themselves threatened by a rising power, but who are nevertheless wary of facing a more direct challenge further down the road if the would-be rival establishes regional dominance and sets its sights elsewhere.
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Compared to the multiple different facets of self-strengthening, there is much less variety in the actions that a state can undertake in the pursuit of external balancing -this being a straightforward quest to establish alliances and pacts, preferably concrete agreements, to aid each other against a clearly designated enemy. Nonagression pacts with other neighbors can also help, inasmuch as they defuse some threats and allow a state to focus on the more direct and important ones faced. The expected relationship between domestic institutions and external balancing behavior is harder to verify since these agreements are generally much less likely to impact resource distribution at the domestic level.
14 Previous research on this ques-WP 238/2013 GIGA Working Papers tion has generally found that the regime type of any single state is not by itself a strong predictor of its alliance behavior. However, two states that share the same type -or, according
to Werner and Lemke (1997) , a wider range -of domestic institutions are more likely to establish a stable partnership (Lai and Reiter 2000) . This should at least leave autocracies with more alliance opportunities if for no other reason than the fact that regimes of this type had persistently outnumbered democracies up until the crest of the "Third Wave" hit in 1990.
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While a government's freedom of action in crafting foreign alliances could possibly be seen as a facet of state strength, it cannot be directly subsumed under the definition of the term given above. Here, I am going to assume that a state's access to a society's resources has no direct relationship with its ability to engage in alliance building. 16 However, a lack of domestic strength could very well become the primary motivation for doing so: if a government's disadvantage in terms of material capabilities stems from its lack of control over its own resources, looking for help abroad may appear more attractive than trying to extend its domestic reach, potentially provoking a backlash. 17 Hence, I assume that, all other things being equal, weaker states should establish more alliances simply because they have a greater need for them -although their own lack of attractiveness as a partner may of course be a countervailing factor.
Both strategies outlined above have their advantages and disadvantages for states seeking to restore the balance of power in their region. On the one hand, enlisting the help of allies can be used to address a power gap both very quickly and at less overall cost if the newfound partners contribute their own resources. On the other hand, the international system's persistent anarchy and self-help logic cannot be completely overcome by alliances of convenience -trust in allies may turn out to be misplaced, and in any case less reliable than bolstering one's own abilities. The choice that states face is also not an absolute either-or proposition, and they are confronted with powerful motivations for hedging their bets by combining both -for example, expanding one's own abilities could make a state a more attractive alliance partner to others.
15 See the most recent Freedom in the World report (Freedom House 2013) , which covers all historical data since 1973. Additionally, the regional distribution of democracy is highly uneven and autocracies are especially prevalent in most of the regions where the cases for this study are located.
16 It would be interesting and possible to actually put this assumption to the test in further research, for example by identifying the number of domestic veto players when it comes to the crafting of foreign policy. According to Tsebelis (1995) , a veto player is an actor who has the de jure right to stop any policy change that upsets the status quo. Since formal alliances are international treaties, some states have explicit requirements for their ratification (such as a supermajority in the US Senate) that confer this power to actors other than the central government. Informal (de facto) veto players can also be expected to play a similar role, but are much harder to identify.
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Hypotheses
In order to assess the utility of these frameworks, I have devised a set of nine working hypotheses grouped into three sets to account for the different strategies outlined above. In each set, one hypothesis deals with the expected influence of the nature of a state's regime, the strength of its domestic institutions and the magnitude of the power gap between the state and its competitor, respectively. In other words, the first two always deal with unitlevel factors while the last one addresses systemic impulses.
H1a:
The more authoritarian a state is, the more it will tend to resort to societal militarization.
H1b:
The stronger a state is at the domestic level, the more it will tend to resort to societal militarization.
H1c:
The weaker a state is are relative to its competitors, the more it will tend to resort to societal militarization.
H2a:
The more authoritarian a state is, the more it will tend to resort to economic mobilization.
H2b:
The stronger a state is at the domestic level, the more it will tend to resort to economic mobilization.
H2c:
The weaker a state is relative to its competitors, the more it will tend to resort to economic mobilization.
H3a:
The more authoritarian a state is, the more it will tend to establish external alliances.
H3b:
The weaker a state is at the domestic level, the more it will tend to establish external alliances.
H3c:
The weaker a state is relative to its competitors, the more it will tend to establish external alliances.
This setup allows for a direct comparison of the relative influence of each of the three theoretically plausible impulses for balancing. Certainly, there are many other relevant factors that have in the past been used to successfully explain the specific strategic choices of states, such as the level of armaments expenditure or alliances. 18 However, for the purposes of this paper, a limited selection that can consistently be applied to all interesting dependent variables is more useful since the main intention here is not to maximize the explanatory power of any single model but rather to compare the relevance of the independent variables.
Case Selection
Since the emphasis of this study is on state behavior in a highly threatening environment -in other words, in circumstances that would be especially amenable to realist assumptions -the criteria for selecting cases were quite narrowly formulated in order to come up with a small 18 There has been a vast amount of research done on the determinants of arms expenditure, mostly by scholars working in the field of political economy (for an overview, see Dunne 1990; Moll and Luebbert 1980) . Collier and Hoeffler's (2002) study is a recent contribution from a political science perspective focused on international arms races. On the determinants of alliance patterns, see the various studies cited in section 2.2.
WP 238/2013 GIGA Working Papers sample of "most likely" cases. Another key aim was to focus on relationships where the "balance of threat" (rather than the more general "balance of power") is presumed to provide the dominant systemic impulse for state behavior since it is more plausible as a motive.
19 However "threat" -even more so than "power" -is a concept that is difficult to define in quantitative terms due to its association with subjective perceptions. Hence, I have attempted to hold this factor as constant as possible by devising selection criteria that should help isolate cases facing threats that are similar in nature but different in scope.
While there are many circumstances that can plausibly be perceived as threatening by weak states with powerful neighbors, it was necessary to first identify one general rule likely to yield the most fitting results and then to work through the details. Consequently, I propose to use the presence of an external threat to the territorial integrity or even existence of the state as the main criterion. More specifically, I have attempted to isolate those cases in which one state laid a formal claim to a part or all of another state's territory. This seems an appropriate choice for the following reasons: First, territorial claims are likely to be seen as threats independent of the characteristics of specific administrations or elites heading a country because they are usually rooted in long-standing national historical narratives and legacies instead of in more short-lived political programs (Murphy 2005 ; see also, Hensel [1996] on territorial conflicts as drivers of interstate rivalry). Second, they can be relatively clearly observed since such claims are usually openly stated as claimants attempt to bolster their legitimacy. Third, countervailing territorial claims are very hard to resolve peacefully due to the ease of mobilizing nationalist sentiments against would-be compromisers (Walter 2003) .
Additionally, territorial conflicts have been shown to be a very important trigger of heightened interstate rivalry and, ultimately, conflict (Vasquez and Leskiw 2001) . Hence, they lead to long-lasting conflicts that make it necessary to formulate long-term strategical responses instead of fluctuating ones. Fourth, threats arising from territorial conflicts are much harder to meet by employing alternatives to balancing strategies (like buck passing or appeasement). Since this paper focuses on balancing alone, ruling out alternatives in this manner is appropriate because they would otherwise potentially skew the results given that they are not accounted for here.
However, this selection rule is not by itself sufficient to identify significant external threats. There are currently plenty of formally unresolved territorial conflicts in the world in which both sides are content with the status quo or at least not obviously motivated to aggressively pursue their claims. For example, both Canada and the United States still have several disputed points along their 5,500-mile-long border, while Germany and the Netherlands are still in disagreement over the exact delimitation of the maritime border separating both nations' Frisian Islands. Nevertheless, both pairs of states are very close allies and clearly do not feel threatened by each other. These conflicts are so low profile that they are almost GIGA Working Papers WP 238/2013 never reported on in the media, which is in stark contrast to the extensive publicity surrounding cases like the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands or the various South China Sea disputes.
Consequently, many citizens (and even elites) may not even be aware of these conflicts, thus rendering them mostly irrelevant.
In order to establish which territorial disputes are seen as a threat to a nation's territorial integrity, it is helpful to draw upon another data source: the list of dyadic militarized interstate disputes (MIDs) maintained by the Correlates of War (CoW) project. 20 This database contains a large number of dyadic disputes, ranging in intensity from mere threats of force to full-scale wars. The time period for this study will be restricted to the post-WWII era alone -although, as we will see, many of the disputes that will be covered arose in later years anyway. From this list, we can identify a sample of dyads that were engaged in militarized territorial disputes. This is done by first whittling the database of MIDs down to only those disputes that saw a "clash" between both sides that resulted in at least one hundred fatalities or more.
This relatively high level of conflict intensity is chosen in order to only include conflicts that arose as a result of systematic, large-scale state action instead of clashes triggered by individual soldiers or officers stationed along the border. Next, the remaining dyadic relationships are investigated to identify which clashes occurred during the time period when a territorial dispute between both sides was already ongoing (in other words, disputes that only arose as a result of the observed military action are not counted). Thus, we are left with a number of cases where the countervailing territorial claims were significant enough to trigger a conflict between both sides' organized militaries, usually as a result or corollary of permanently high tensions and border militarization. Table 1 contains the cases identified through this process, ordered alphabetically by the name(s) of the disputed territory. It also gives the names of both claimants, the duration of the conflict and the state estimated to be the weaker one. A conflict's inception is measured by the year in which one side first staked an official claim to the other's territory, while its end is marked either by the peaceful resolution of the conflict or by other circumstances (see the footnotes for further details).
Finally, identifying the "weaker" side in the conflict is crucial, because it is these states that have the most reason to feel threatened in a conflict and, hence, whose behavior is to be The country with the lower score is designated as the weaker side for that year. In most cases, this status remains the same throughout the duration of the conflict. However, some dyads in which both countries are very close to each other in terms of comprehensive strength (most notably the Israeli-Syrian dispute) see frequent back-and-forth shifts in the identification of the weaker state. For these cases, Table 1 names the country that was considered to be weaker more frequently over the course of the total duration of the conflict and additionally
gives the overall number of years for which this was the case. gentina) arguably did not have to fear a direct threat from its opponent (the United Kingdom), because it was not in control of the disputed territory, had a reliable security guarantee from the United States, there is significant geographical distance between both nations and the other side was not prone to waging aggressive preventive wars. Indeed, the brief war that ultimately broke out between both sides in 1982 has often been described as a classic example of a diversionary action, designed to shield the Argentine junta from domestic criticism (Levy and Valkili 1992). All in all, the selection method yields a total of 18 dyadic disputes and 688 country years for further analysis.
Operationalization and Methodology
To address the hypotheses outlined above, I assembled a dataset containing the following information for each country involved in a dispute and -as far as was possible -each year of its duration:
• Overall national strength, as measured in the composite index of national capability (CINC) variable in the CoW national capabilities dataset cited above. This variable is an average of six subindicators and is expressed as a nation's share of the world total, thus ranging between 0 and 1 in value. 23 Since CINC data is currently only available up to 2007, this year sets the upper boundary for the period covered by the dataset.
• The degree to which each state's institutions are democratic or authoritarian. For this, I
used the polity2 variable from the Polity IV dataset. 24 The variable ranges between -10 (highly authoritarian) and 10 (highly democratic).
• The overall strength of a state's government, as measured by expenditure. For this, I used information on a government's final consumption expenditure as a percentage of GDP as provided by the World Bank (going back to 1960) for all countries in this sample except North Korea. Due to the regression parameters described below, this year effectively forms the lower boundary for the covered period. The resulting value ranges between 0 and 100.
• Each state's economic mobilization, as measured in military expenditure as a share of These alliances are considered to be in effect for any year in which they covered a minimum six-month period (meaning that it was either signed no later or abrogated no earlier than 30 June of any given year). Multiple parallel agreements with the same partner(s)
were not counted separately. This resulted in a natural number equal to or greater than 0.
Things got a little more complicated when summarizing the capabilities of a nation's alliance partners, especially in multilateral agreements: All partners that also had similar agreements with the dyadic opponent were considered neutral and removed for all years in which the latter were in effect. For example, Egypt was no longer considered an Arab League ally of Syria or Jordan after it signed its separate nonagression pact with Israel in 1979. After these computations, the overall sum of the strength of a nation's alliance partners ranges between 0 and 1.
• Finally, since the framework presented above is not exhaustive and given that there are other plausible factors that may have an effect on balancing behavior, control variables also had to be considered and incorporated into the model. One such factor that could be easily explored was the overall dissimilarity between the regimes of both states within a dyad, because -as noted above -previous studies have shown that this factor tends to have an exacerbating impact on conflicts (Souva 2004 The method of analysis is as follows: First, the comprehensive national strength estimates for each pair of countries are compared for each year of their dispute. The state with the lower score is designated as the weaker one for that year, and both the absolute difference and the ratio between both claimants' scores (two variants of the "power differential") are stored in additional variables for later use as independent variables. 27 The absolute difference is calculated by subtracting the weaker state's capability score from the stronger one's, while the relative strength is expressed as the score of the stronger state divided by that of the weaker.
The ratio is the overall more useful metric for most of the subsequent analysis since it captures relative power differences. However, the absolute difference is also retained because it is an important factor for one specific variant of analysis that will be discussed in due course. Second, the model proceeds to derive the indicators for both the dependent and other independent variables by selecting the appropriate values for the states that were identified as weaker from the database. These values are then used as the input for a series of regression analyses that estimate the degree of correlation between the independent and dependent variables. This setup allows for a systematic analysis of the relative influence of both domestic institutions and system-level impulses for state behavior. missing values on at least one independent variable (IV) across all models. 28 The remaining dyads show a great deal of variance, with power imbalances ranging from quasi-parity (Israel-Syria and Morocco-Algeria) to the very pronounced dominance of one side (ChinaVietnam). Similarly, the sample also comprises both very weak and very strong states, domestic institutions ranging from totalitarian dictatorships to inclusive democracies, and levels of mobilization ranging from the outright absence of any armed forces to full-scale efforts. 29 In order to explore the relationships between these factors, they were entered into multivariate linear regression models with a listwise exclusion of missing data (any case in which data for a single variable is missing is excluded from the analysis altogether). As can be seen from the descriptive statistics, the resulting exclusion of cases is almost entirely due to missing values on the "state strength" indicator, which is -in turn -primarily caused by a lack of GDP data prior to 1960 (and a total absence of such information on North Korea for the entire time frame of this analysis). 30 The dependent variables were lagged for one year (meaning that a state's environment in year n is supposed to explain its behavior in year n+1) since balancing policies take time to craft and implement and the effect of domestic constraints and external pressures is as a result likely to be somewhat delayed.
As shown in Table 8 (also to be found in the Appendix), multicollinearity is an issue with some of the independent variables entered into the models. In some cases (such as the highly significant correlation between regime difference and state strength), there is no plausible reason to believe that this is evidence of an underlying causal relationship. However, correlations between other pairs may be a sign that these indicators do not fulfill the assumption of independent variance from each other, which may skew the results. For instance, the regime dissimilarity indicator is directly derived from the polity2 score, which needs to be taken into 28 Furthermore, one case (Kuwait 1991) was completely removed due to being a strong outlier. Specifically, Kuwait is recorded as spending 140 percent of its GDP on the military in that year, due to the combined effects of significantly reduced GDP through wartime destruction and a massive boost in military spending as a result of it funding the international efforts to end the Iraqi occupation. The GDP numbers for Vietnam from 1989-1991 and Chinese military expenditure for 1985-1990 were also manually removed since they were implausibly low for these years.
29 For both of these extremes there are only very few occurrences, almost all of which are associated with demilitarization after lost wars and the wartime years themselves.
30 There is, at least in principle, an alternative to the World Bank data that is used in this analysis -the historical
GDP figures maintained and published by the Angus Maddison project (Bolt and Luiten van Zanden 2013).
However, since these figures are given in constant 1990 USD and CoW's military expenditure is measured in current USD, they cannot be used in the same dataset without first adjusting for inflation -a phenomenon on which data is equally sparse for many of the cases in the sample. Additionally, this source does not provide data on government expenditure -the lack of such information prior to 1960 would still result in the exclusion of the same set of cases.
GIGA Working Papers WP 238/2013 account during the interpretation of results. 31 Also, state strength is strongly inversely correlated with both the ratio and difference in CINC scores, which is also plausible since stronger states should be more effective at preventing pronounced power gaps from opening up in the first place.
Results
Table 2 contains the regression results for all four models, including their overall explanatory power (R 2 ), the number of cases included (N), the regression coefficients for each independent variable (Beta) and their statistical significance (p). As can be seen at first glance, the two models that address internal balancing perform much better at predicting the dependent variable than those that focus on external balancing.
Model 1 is able to explain a very high 64.9 percent of the variance in a nation's militarization. As expected, state strength has a highly significant positive association with the dependent variable -much of the overall explanatory power of this model is derived from the inclusion of this single factor. The power gap between both sides is also a significant predictor of the dependent variable, albeit at a lower level. The polity score does not seem to have a pronounced relationship with this metric of internal balancing -at least not when controlling for regime dissimilarity, which is in itself highly statistically significant. 32
Model 2 also fares quite well with an overall explanatory power of 40.5 percent of the variance in military expenditure as a share of GDP. The association between the dependent variable and the two domestic explanations is very strong here, and the direction is also as expected for both. Contrary to the previous model, controlling for regime dissimilarity does not diminish the significance estimates on the polity variable. The power differential is completely insignificant in this model, contributing basically nothing to its explanatory value.
This constitutes a very interesting result because military expenditure should arguably be a better measure of overall internal balancing efforts than mobilization as it comprises investments in equipment, training and facilities (instead of manpower alone).
31 See Ray (2003) on the potential problems arising from such combinations of indicators. Additionally, the correlation between the absolute difference and ratio of CINC scores in each dyad is also very strong since these were derived from the same numbers. Because they are never used together in the same model, though, this
should not be an issue.
32 It needs to be pointed out that the polity score and the indicator for regime dissimilarity do not fulfil the assumption of independence from each other, since the latter is in part derived from the former. This may skew the results, especially for cases that are either highly democratic or highly authoritarian given that they are also more likely to face a more dissimilar regime simply due to their own extreme values on this metric.
WP 238/2013 GIGA Working Papers dealing with the total strength of the respective partners. The latter model also uses the absolute rather than relative version of the power differential as the systemic explanatory factor since its dependent variable is similarly measured as a total sum of capabilities. In other words, this model seeks to explain the relationship between the absolute magnitude of the power differential and the extent to which the weaker nation can make up for it through alliances.
From the outset it is important to note that both have only modest explanatory power (24.2 percent and 24.3 percent respectively), suggesting that either major explanatory factors are missing from the model or that the indicators that were used to plot the dependent variable do not sufficiently cover the more abstract concept of "alliances." For one, this model does not consider some of the explanations for alliance policy that have been advanced from outside the broader realist paradigm, such as a sense of common cultural ties, historical relationships and/or institutional evolution. Additionally, the indicator used for this concept can only capture alliances and commitments that arise from public, binding international treaties. However, de facto rather than de jure alliances may also take the form of informal assistance mechanisms. For example, the ATOP database captures the US-Israeli alliance as a defense pact directed primarily against the Soviet Union, which accordingly expired with the removal of this threat in 1991. Still, the relationship between the two states is still almost invariably referred to as an "alliance" by leaders on both sides and it still involves substantial transfers of financial and military aid as well as US diplomatic backing for Israel. Finally, the perceived reliability of an alliance commitment is another factor that is often cited in histori-GIGA Working Papers WP 238/2013 cal literature, representing a highly plausible influence on a nation's strategic calculus -albeit a factor that is also extremely difficult to measure quantitatively.
Acknowledging these caveats, the models do offer several interesting findings. First, model 3 suggests that more democratic states tend to establish a greater total number of alliances, which is at odds with the expectation formulated in H3a. Again, this result holds firm despite controlling for regime dissimilarity -although the latter factor is statistically significant as well. Conversely, the same cannot be observed in model 4, suggesting no systematic association between a state's regime and its success in attracting powerful partners. However, since this expectation was even more tenuous than the other part of H3a -which was itself only based on the higher global prevalence of this regime type -it is perhaps not surprising that there is no evidence in its favor.
Second, as expected state strength is strongly negatively correlated with the number of alliances entered into, suggesting that this is indeed a very appealing way of making up for shortcomings in one's own strength (or, conversely, that stronger states have more of an incentive to avoid entanglements and go it alone). The same effect, although a bit less pronounced, is observable for the total sum of their capabilities in model 4 as well, adding to the strong performance of this predictor across all models. 33 Third, the ratio between both sides' capabilities used in model 3 is not effective in explaining the number of alliances entered into. However, the absolute difference used in model 4 is actually (except for the control variable) the best predictor of the overall strength of a nation's alliance partners. This suggests that power differentials and the need to restore balance are indeed major factors in picking external alliance partners based on their strength, which is a result in line with neorealist expectations about systemic determinants of state behavior. Additionally, this school has historically focused more on explaining external rather than internal balancing, so a positive result when tackling the former should arguably carry more weight than does a failure to explain the latter. Still, it also needs to be pointed out again that there is a great deal of unexplained variance in the dependent variable, which suggests that resorting to any kind of monocausal framework is of dubious utility when analyzing something as complex as international alliance policy.
Over-and Underbalancing
As can be seen from the models outlined above, there seems to be little correlation between the magnitude of a threat and most of the measures that weaker states employ to address it. However, this result -while interesting in itself -does not tell us whether this disconnect is mostly due to over-or underbalancing or, moreover, which factors are associated with each phenomenon. 34 Hence, this section will identify all cases of pronounced over-or underbalancing within the sample and explore whether the states in each group share mutual characteristics that could potentially be responsible for this behavior.
As a working definition, I specify "overbalancers" as any of the weaker states for any year in the sample that were in the lowest quartile when it came to the relationship between their capabilities and their stronger rival (=small power gaps, low threats), while simultaneously being in the top quartile of the range for any of the indicators of balancing efforts (military population, military expenditure and strength of alliances). Conversely, "underbalancers" are any states in the top quartile of the capability relation indicator (=large power gaps, high threats) that were simultaneously in the lowest quartile of any of the balancing indicators. In short, I try to identify cases that maintained internal and external capabilities that would seem either excessive or insufficient in light of the actual threat faced. These groups will be identified separately for each of the balancing indicators and described in further detail below.
When matching the respective quartiles for each of the groups against each other, the first thing that is immediately apparent is that overbalancing is much more pronounced than underbalancing among the cases in the sample when it comes to internal balancing Which were the specific cases of over-and underbalancing, and what features might they share? First, most of the identified instances of either type of behavior were not isolated phenomena that occurred in single country-years, but rather clustered around a relatively small number of cases that consistently showed the same behavior over longer periods of timeindicating consciously chosen and stable strategies (Table 4) .
34 "Overbalancing" refers to building capacities and coalitions that are far larger than required to handle the threat at hand, while "underbalancing" designates a failure to commit the necessary resources to meet the threat; see Rosecrance (1995) for a discussion and illustration of this behavior by way of some historical examples.
35 The quartiles for the three balancing dimensions are not the same size when compared to each other or to the threat indicator, due both to variations in the number of missing cases as well as to the variance between them (notably, there are only 482 cases for the share of military expenditure in a nation's total GDP, while data on the other two indicators is available for almost every country-year in the sample).
GIGA Working Papers WP 238/2013 The over-and underbalancers in both categories of internal balancing do, however, show some distinct characteristics that are invariably in line with the hypotheses outlined in section 2.3. Table 5 shows the averages for the two unit-level independent variables (polity score and state strength) for all subgroups of over-and underbalancers as determined for each dimension (militarization, mobilization and alliance building), as well as the general averages for all weaker states in the total sample used for this study. Most notably, states that maintain armies that would seem larger than necessary given the magnitude of the threat tend to be slightly more authoritarian and almost twice as strong as the average, while states that devote excessive financial resources to the military sector tend to be even more authoritarian and somewhat stronger than the mean. Conversely, underbalancers -with regards to mobilization -are noticeably more democratic than the average and also much weaker, while states that apparently underinvest in the military are slightly more democratic and also very weak. All of these relationships are as they were expected to be in the initial set of hypotheses, which again underscores the key influence of domestic factors on balancing behavior. States that lack the domestic institutions to mobilize the necessary resources against a threat simply cannot engage in appropriate internal balancing, no matter how much they may wish to do so; authoritarian governments with strong control over their nation's resources seemingly tend to funnel them to oversized military establishments, even if the power gaps that they face do not justify such a prioritization. These findings are also in line with previous publications that tackled these subjects in isolation rather than accounting for systemic balancing incentives. 41 
Conclusion and Outlook
The model developed in this paper yields some interesting conclusions about the sometimes tenuous connections between systemic balancing incentives and actually observed outcomes.
By and large, these incentives alone are not sufficient for explaining a meaningful share of the variance between different countries' practice of internal or external balancing. Domestic institutions, on the other hand, are highly relevant factors for internal balancing and do not fare much worse than systemic incentives when it comes to external balancing. Irrespective of whether they are merely intervening factors that distort objective measurements of outside threats -in Rose's (1998) words, acting as a "transmission belt" linking threats and responsesor primary causal factors in themselves, these features should not be ignored in the analysis of balancing behavior. These results lend further support to a criticism that has been frequently leveled against the purely structuralist interpretations of realist thinking and are in line with the theoretical expectations and existing case studies of its neoclassical variant.
Some plausible expectations about the causes of over-and underbalancing could also be confirmed in this study, again underscoring the importance of unit-level factors. Although the broad, generic concepts for "state strength" and "inclusiveness" used here were already quite useful for explaining internal balancing efforts, this could be expanded by looking at more specific metrics for state institutions, power distribution and veto points in decision making.
At the same time, there are a few noticeable shortcomings within these models as well as some questions that remain open -both thus offering substantial reasons to continue re-#
Hypothesis Result
1a The more authoritarian a state is, the more it will tend to resort to societal militarization. Rejected 1b The stronger a state is at the domestic level, the more it will tend to resort to societal militarization.
Confirmed 1c
The weaker states are relative to their competitors, the more they will tend to resort to societal militarization.
Confirmed 2a
The more authoritarian a state is, the more it will tend to resort to economic mobilization. Confirmed 2b The stronger a state is at the domestic level, the more it will tend to resort to economic mobilization.
Confirmed 2c
The weaker states are relative to their competitors, the more they will tend to resort to economic mobilization.
Rejected 3a
The more authoritarian a state is, the more it will tend to establish more/stronger external alliances.
Rejected, Rejected 3b
The weaker a state is at the domestic level, the more it will tend to establish more/stronger external alliances.
Confirmed, Confirmed 3c
The weaker states are relative to their competitors, the more they will tend to establish more/stronger external alliances.
Rejected, Confirmed
WP 238/2013 GIGA Working Papers search in this direction. Most importantly, variance in external balancing in general could not be sufficiently accounted for even when employing both domestic and systemic explanatory factors. This is most likely due to problems with the indicator used to measure alliances, as it misses out on less-formal bilateral relationships that are nevertheless still important for balancing purposes. Additionally, the increasing proliferation of multilateral collective security schemes over classic bilateral alliances may have something to do with this; long-standing multilateral alliances are themselves institutions of considerable influence, and there is substantial evidence that they are resilient even in the face of massive shifts in the balance of power (NATO being the most prominent example here). Still, this model could plausibly be improved by employing more inclusive indicators like direct bilateral military assistance or other subsidies -if sufficient data can be obtained for them.
Second, other points of special interest are the individual cases that were identified as over-or underbalancers respectively. While some of them are already highly prominent (such as North Korea, arguably the most well-known and extreme example of an extractive military state), others may also serve as interesting cases for future comparative or individual case studies. This is especially relevant for those cases that show similar behavior despite the two sides having substantially different domestic institutions (such as Israel and Syria). 42 Third, the method employed here to identify cases faced with a high threat level should also offer some opportunities for future research. However, the very concept of what constitutes a "threat" is intrinsically subjective in nature and thus lends itself to qualitative rather than quantitative analysis. Nevertheless, the rule employed here did result in the identification of many bilateral relationships that are generally considered to be among the world's most serious interstate conflicts -which suggests that the focus on territorial disputes, coupled with power gaps, can serve as an effective part of future quantitative explorations of the concept of threat.
42 Of course, these two also form one of the dyads by themselves, so a mutually reinforcing arms race might be the explanation here. Since the CINC data comprises facets of potential (economic and demographic) and actualized (military) power, a mutual expansion of military spending can still be judged as "overbalancing" on both sides -in this case, Israel had a persistent advantage in industrial capability, while Syria had a much larger population (thus resulting in close aggregate scores).
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